Material and Methods

Research method and research sample
Quantitative data were collected via individual interviews with 271 companies belonging to traditional food chains across three European countries (Belgium, Italy and Hungary) . In these countries traditional food subsectors were selected based on their socio-economic importance (Belgium: cheese and beer, Italy: cheese and ham, Hungary: white pepper, sausage and bakery). Next, traditional food producers were identified in each subsector and selected for interviews (details about the composition of the sample are provided in Appendix 1). During the interviews, each of the focal company was asked to identify suppliers and customers. In the next phase, one supplier and one customer were selected and interviewed. In this way, a total of 91 traditional food chains (including 91 suppliers, 91 focal companies and 89 customers) were contacted. The interviews have been carried out between December 13, 2007 and June 20, 2008 .
Measurement and scaling
To measure traditional food chain performance, respondents (suppliers, focal companies, customers) are asked the extent to which they agree or disagree with 11 statements about five main areas of chain performance using a seven-point response scale ranging from completely disagree (1) to completely agree (7). The 11 statements and the five main areas of traditional food chain performance have been selected at the previous stage of the research by Gellynck et al. (2008) . The five main areas of traditional food chain performance are: 1) Traditionalism, 2) Efficiency, 3) Responsiveness, 4) Quality and 5) Chain balance. Given the multi-dimensional character of the five main areas, all include several performance indicators (several statements) (Gellynck et al., 2008) . Each focal company answered the statements related to their individual suppliers and customers. The same statements are used in the questionnaire of the suppliers and the customers but in relation to the focal companies. Details about the statements measuring chain performance are provided in Appendix 2. A higher agreement of the focal company on the statements related to the individual suppliers/customers corresponds with a higher performance and vice versa. The total chain performance includes four dimensions and is computed as the mean of all scores (Table 1) .
Analysis
First, significant differences between the suppliers', focal companies' and customers' perceptions about performance have been investigated. Comparisons of the different chain members with respect to performance are obtained through Kruskal-Wallis test followed by post-hoc Mann-Whitney U tests whenever the Kruskal-Wallis test yields a statistically significant result.
Results
The first question to be answered before proceeding any further in chain level analysis of the data is whether the different chain members (suppliers, focal companies, customers) score significantly different on each of the performance statements. This question can be answered by comparing the mean scores for the different chain members. The mean scores for the focal companies are separately computed according to their perception of their individual suppliers and customers. If significant differences are found between the different chain members, then the chains are performing in an imbalanced way. In the context of our paper, six types of chain imbalances are distinguished:
• Dyadic upper: focal company's perception score related to the supplier (FC_S) differs from supplier's perception score related to the focal company (S); • Dyadic lower: focal company's perception score related to the customer (FC_C) differs from customer's perception score related to the focal company (C); • Upstream: focal company's perception score related to the customer (FC_C) differs from the supplier's perception score related to the focal company (S); • Downstream: focal company's perception score related to the supplier (FC_S) differs from the customer's perception score related to the focal company (C); • Internal: focal company's perception score related to the supplier (FC_S) differs from focal company's perception score related to the customer (FC_C);
• External: supplier's perception score related to the focal company (S) differs from customer's perception score related to the focal company (C); There is no significant difference in the total performance of the different chain members, although significant differences are found on the following performance statements: logistic cost (p=0.02), lead time (p=0,023), safety (p=0,000), attractiveness (p=0,00) and chain understanding (p=0,043) by conducting Kruskal-Wallis test (Table 2 ). In addition, a post-hoc Mann-Whitney U test identifies differences between chain members and consequently highlights the type of imbalance in the chain.
Focal companies contribute significantly less to lower logistic costs of both their suppliers (mean=4,28) and customers (mean=4,31) than the other way around (mean respectively 5,13 and 4,97). This illustrates the presence of 1) Perceived supplier's contribution to focal company's performance 2) Perceived customer's contribution to focal company's performance 3) Perceived focal company's contribution to supplier's performance 4) Perceived focal company's contribution to customer's performance both upper (p=0.02) and lower (p=0.015) dyadic imbalance in the chain. The former could be explained by the fact that suppliers often bring the raw materials to the site of the focal company or is often located in the neighbourhood (e.g. dairy farmers being closely located to the traditional cheese processing plant). The latter is linked to the fact that traditional food producers often have poor distribution systems resulting in situations where customers pick up themselves the products rather than the other way around.
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Further, both down-and upstream imbalances are noticed related to logistic costs. The former refers to customers evaluating focal companies' contribution to lowering their logistic costs (mean=4,31) as less important (p=0.02) than focal companies do in relation to their suppliers (mean=5,13). The latter relates to customers being perceived by focal companies to contribute less (p=0,027) to lower their logistics costs (mean=4,97) than suppliers do in relation to the focal companies (mean=4,28). Both down-and upstream imbalance confirm the previous reasoning where on the one hand traditional food producers are characterised by having a poor distribution system and relying often on customers for logistics. On the other hand, suppliers provide additional service by being responsible for transport of raw materials or are located in the neighbourhood, which might explain their higher score obtained from focal companies.
Suppliers perform significantly better in reducing lead time of their focal companies (mean=5,67) than focal companies perform in reducing lead time of their customers (mean=5,02; p=0,03). This again refers to downstream imbalance and illustrates the focal company being the weakest link in the chain when it comes to reducing lead time.
Further, upper dyadic imbalance exists related to safety where focal companies judge their suppliers as being more important (p=0,00) than vice versa. It again illustrates the less dominant role of the traditional food producer, now in relation to food safety and is further shown by the presence of downstream imbalance. Here, customers judge the role of focal companies of minor importance as compared to the role of suppliers for focal companies (p=0,00). In addition, safety is characterised by internal imbalance where the role of the supplier is estimated by the focal company to be much more important than the customer's one (p=0,00).
In terms of attractiveness, both down-and upstream imbalance are noticed. While focal companies are considered by their customers to be highly important in providing attractive products (mean=5,62), suppliers are estimated by focal companies to be less important (mean=4,67; p=0,00), which clearly illustrates downstream imbalance. It highlights the focal company being perceived as having the major role in providing attractive products. Further, upstream imbalance indicates that focal companies consider customers as being important factors in encouraging them to produce more attractive products (mean=5,34), while suppliers attach significantly less importance to focal companies in encouraging them to deliver more attractive products (mean=4,48; p=0,01). In line with these findings, internal imbalance indicates that focal companies consider the input from customers to the production of attractive products to be more important (mean=5,34) than the one from suppliers (mean=4,67; p=0,000).
Related to chain understanding, traditional food chains are characterised by lower dyadic imbalance. Focal companies estimate that customers contribute more to their understanding of other chain members' interest (mean=5,47) than vice versa (mean=4,86) (p=0,005). This dyadic imbalance can be explained by the customers being 
Performance imbalances in the chain: EU traditional food sector
Discussions
In the frame of our paper, we measured traditional food chain performance and identified performance imbalances along the chain. It is realised with the help of quantitative data collected via individual interviews with 271 chain members representing 91 traditional food chains from three European countries representing six different traditional food product categories.
Chain imbalances lead to lower performance. Chains are performing in an imbalanced way when differences exist between chain members' performance. Hereby, six different types of chain imbalances are distinguished: dyadic upper and lower, up-and downstream, internal and external. Most chain imbalances are noticed in relation to lowering logistic costs and to reducing lead time. Also in relation to the performance area quality important imbalances are noticed for safety and attractiveness. These findings allow chain members and policy makers to make specific and tailor made efforts for the traditional food sector to enhance specific performance areas at specific location of the chains.
These results are valid across member states, across product categories and across different sized chains.
Future research should investigate whether the wellperforming chains generate a sustainable competitive advantage over time. In addition, performance indicators can be enlarged with parameters other than economical ones such as ecological and social ones.
